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founded on these reports we ought at any rate to take good care that with new reforms we do not resuscitate old evils. In both cases the fundamental difficulty was unemployment. The old poor law broke down because, with the best of intentions in the desire to cure unemployment, it aggravated the disorder; in the same way the old protective system, with the laudable idea of giving encouragement to the labour of the country checked the expansion of industry and lowered real wages. Every one who has studied the subject is agreed that such was the result of the "bad old system " ; no practical statesman would dream of proposing to return to such a system, any more than he would propose to restore the old allowance system and other devices of the old poor law.
The negative argument for free trade founded on history and experience reveals three main dangers in the opposite system. First, there is the danger, so constantly appealed to by Adam Smith, of giving the monopoly of the home market to particular traders against their own countrymen. We think the trusts are wholly modern; that monopoly is the result of modern conditions summarised under the law of increasing return. In fact, as Adam Smith showed, the whole mercantile system was permeated through and through with monopoly. In any departure from free trade we must guard against the recurrence of monopoly. Secondly, there is the danger that though we visibly encourage one or more industries we may impose greater restraints on the whole industry of the country; that the aggregate value of